
July IO, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Comwicat ions Commjssion 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I ani writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to effolts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller. who may be in 'Virginia, for 
example, is connected to "platform" in another stale -- let's say in Nebraska. From this 
"platform," he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials h e  telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as connnon sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one froin Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is B cull to Nebi-auka and then a 
separale call to Virginia. 

But the BeJI companies want to trwt this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the I3011 companies' actual 
costs, which are only a Traction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are nkeady rising for gas, milk and other producrs. Consumers don't need higher prices for 
phone calls coo, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four lnrge 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their cusronlers' interests in rhis manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

CCS: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. copps 
Comnissioner Kevin I. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I ani writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a prepaid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consuniers who place the  calls. As you approdch your work on this dwkrt, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather thm the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell coinpanies want to target those calls in which a caller uses n pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PW. The caller, who may be in Virginia. for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform” he or she. hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the’telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, stare 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to intestate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
stale access charges. Such fces have no relationship whmoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of whot they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rdtes represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am awiire that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests irr this manner. It is 
now tim for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell compinies the door 
on chis issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michilrl J. C ~ p p s  
Commissioner Kevin I. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelsrein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2001 

Chairman Michdel K. Powell 
Federal Conmuiiications Commission 

Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by thc local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If hey succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dram;lticdly higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses B pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘$platform” in another state -” let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, noli-proFit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current zules. as well as common sense, sratt 
thrt this represents two calla, one from Virginia to Nebraska nnd one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstare access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, nlilk and other products. Consuniers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is. 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

445 13th Street, S.W. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael Y. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin .I. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S.  Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 1 0 , z o w  

Chainnan Michael K. Powell 
Federdl Communications Commission 
445 1211 Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20551 

Re, WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairmiin Powell: 

I am w n h g  to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current ivles on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in  inany cases, dramaticillly higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. AS you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his 01’ her PW. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another srate -- let’s soy in  Nobraska. %I-om this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, cion-profit or person. The caller then 
dials !he telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as conunon sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one froin Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebrash and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state crdl so they can levy exorbirant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to d e  Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are anly n fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices f0t 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this mnnzr.  It IS 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show (he Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs’ Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Conunissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin I. Marlin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July LO, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Commuuicacions Commission 
445 12rh Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to effons 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling cud.  If they succeed, it will result in higher races -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place rhe calls. As you approach your work on this dwket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consuiners in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Rall companies want to target those calls in which a callef uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a roll-free number, along with his or her PLN. The caller. who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -_let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“plarform,” ha or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia; Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from N&braskrr to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstnte access charges because rhere i s  a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

13ut the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whitsoever Lo the Ball cornpmies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others thnt sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interusts in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

Commissioner Michael J.Copps 
Conmissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chaiiinan Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior cilizens, i.mmigants, college srudents and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounfs, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected -to make phone calls to 1oo:k for a job, for affordable 
housing, mnke a doctor’s appointment, or stuy in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictdble costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of (here cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they we an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

BUI such price hikes are precisely what [he FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccb’ Comrmssroiier Michael Copps 
Coinmissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Sen at o r 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE. WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 ani writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, imnnigi-am, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consurnen do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - IO make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer ~ C O L I P S  because they are an affordable alteimtive to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

Bur such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-stale” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fa11 squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to be& it. Adding access charges and fees will substantidly increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-p&d calling card consumers by decimng 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and ocher fees. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families 1-ely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to  make phone calls to look [or a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointmen[, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In econoinically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of rhese cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-stadte” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it, Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cuds. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

Sincerely, 

U 
ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 

Commissioner Kathleen Abernath y 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



Jiily 10,2004 

Chaimian Michael Powell 
Federal Commun~catlons commission 
445 12rh Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chsljrmaii Powell, 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hdden charges aud fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior cirizcns, immigrants, college students and 
inililary families rely upon calling card services for a vuiety OF needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumeis, a prepaid card may be the ollly option 
they have to stay connected -IO make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged m a s ,  consumers literally r i s k  being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards aue indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they arc: an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
ielephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel dii-ectly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing rhe savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any eff01-1 to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
thal these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

Sincerely, c 

U Commissioner Michael copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Comrmssioner Kevin Martin 
Comnissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

IUE: WC Docker NO. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students und 
militmy funlilies rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a luge deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card niay be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls [o look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with Pdn-dly and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepa’id calling cards me indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternarive to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-stare” access 
charges and orher fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would ‘funnel directly to luge local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it.  Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards ai affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effoit to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Akinuthy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chainnan Michael Powell 
Federal Coimnunications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
inilitty families rely upon calling card services for ti variety of needs. Many of these 
coiisuniers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s apl~ointnienr, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In  econonucally disadvantaged areas, consu~ners literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards aCe indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they we ~IJI affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
releyhone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if i t  inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squaely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at afiordable piices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-puid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communicarions Conunission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

E: WC Docker No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, inmigrants, college students and 
military Pandies rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do nor have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pdy a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cads offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged weas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cuds  are indispensable For these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hi’kes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while rhe burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Pleas* stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Coinnlissioner MichayCopps 
Cornmissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Matin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2003 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Coinmunications Conmission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for 3 variety of needs. Many of these 
consuniers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointmenl, or stay in touch with fdinily and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards inci-ease. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative 10 regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes a x  precisely what the FCC will do if it inl-licts new “in-slate” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fdl squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substslntially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernath y 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Conmissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 .. 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Cornmumcations Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re WC Docket No. 03.133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing io add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to effolts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in m y  cases, dnmticolly higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on tlxis docket, I ilnplore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-psid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to B "platform" in another state -- let's say in Nebraska. From this 
"platform," he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone numba of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as conmon sense, state 
that tius represents two calls, one fmm Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska ro Virginia. 
Both calls are subjcct TO interstate access charges because there i s  a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call t o  Virginia. 

Bur the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies' actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are b e a d y  rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway io four h g e  
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cuds  have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort IO protect their customers' interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on chis issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Comunicntions Commission 
445 12th Skeet, S.W. 
Washington. DC 20551 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups m d  individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone Companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, ir will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
raies - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to tatget those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PW. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected CO a “platform” in another state -_ let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials h e  telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, ils well BS common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subjecc TO interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat t h i s  as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitoncin- 
state access charges. Such fees have no rrlationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
coscs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices me already r i h g  for gas, milk md other products. Consumers don’t need higher prjces for 
phone calls too, especially when these hgher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort 10 protect their custonlers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show die Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin 1. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathmi S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 


